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true nature of the sense-organ in general51.

On this the Sankhya holds that because thing's
having magnitude and atomic dimension are perceived
through the sense-organ, it is inferred that it is non-
l^hautika^. 1^ other words, we find that the organ of
sight perceives things of very big size, as for instance,
mountain, ocean, and so on, and at the same time, it
perceives things of quite a smaller dimension, as for
in stance, the seed of a banyan tree, which goes against
the bbaiitika nature of it; for, a bbantika object can
perceive things of its own size, while a non-^/J^/////^/,
being all-pervading in nature, can perceive things of
any dimension53.

The Naiyayikas reject the above argument saying
that merely because the organ of sight perceives things,
Both of big and small dimensions, the non-^Zw////^/
nature of it cannot be proved; for, these two dimensions
are cognised due to the contact of the dimensions them-
selves "with the rays coming out of the eyes54, as we find
in the case of the rays of the lamp and the object. The
particular kind of rays and object contact is to be
inferred from the obstruction; that is, the rays of the
organ of sight do not illumine things which are obs-
tructed hy wall and the rest; just as, it is the case with
the lamp-rays.55

Again, the opponent refutes the argument of the
Naiyayikas on the ground that the rays and object con-
tact cannot be a case of inference. It should be a case
of perception; for, tejas is tangible and possesses colour;

because, perception takes place due to the possession
of magnitude and colour and also to the subsistence in
several substances. Hence, the contact should be a
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